Introduction
This paper analyzes latest findings from the recently completed Socio Economic and Caste Census 2011(SECC2011), by focusing on rural abject poverty and multi-dimensionality of it by the pre-set seven deprivation parameters across rural India .As per schema of SECC2011 for analyzing the various facets of multi-dimensional poverty, firstly one set of households will be excluded on the basis of 13 automatic exclusion parameters, and subsequently another set of households will be automatically included on the basis of five parameters and finally the remaining set would be subjected to verifications by seven deprivations. Thereby, the SECC 2011 had set in motion an effort to capture some specifics of multidimensional poverty as desired by the Ministry of Rural Development (MoRD) in the Government of India. It is surmised here that the union of automatically included and deprived households will provide a base line of the number of poor through a multi-dimensional mode. The intersection of automatically included households with the seven deprivations variables will also identify the socio economic characteristics of the abjectly poor. Besides presenting the above analysis of SECC data, an attempt is made to compare these findings with those based on the unidimensional National Sample Survey (NSSO) poverty ratios ( by S.Tendulker 2009, C Rangarajan 2012) and multi-dimensional (R. Radhakrishna et al 2010) NFHS data based studies. A separate set of multi-dimensional poverty numbers were arrived at in the past for three Five Year Plans (1992-97, 1997-02, 2002-07) through the Below Poverty Line (BPL) Censuses that were under taken by the Ministry of Rural Development (MoRD) to identify the poor households through the State/UT Governments. These later estimates of poor households were never permitted to exceed the official poverty ratio worked out by the Planning Commission for respective State/UT governments. The concepts used to arrive at these poor households will be briefly reviewed here as a prelude to explaining the modes operandi of identifying multi dimensional poverty via SECC 2011. A committee was set in up in February 2013 under the Chairmanship of Abhijit Sen , then Planning Commission Member, to examine the SECC indicators for data analysis, to recommend appropriate methodologies for determining classes of beneficiaries for different rural development programmes. Some of the recommendations of the committee would also be put to scrutiny.
Unidimensional Poverty
In the past, measurement of poverty was largely been dealing with economic deprivation in terms of income or in the expenditure space. The official estimates of poverty since the mid 1970s have been based on nationwide household consumer expenditure surveys conducted by the NSSO quinquennially adopting more or less common methods and procedures. The unidimensional or income poverty builds on the proposition that the living standard of a household depends on the commodities it consumes. This in turn depends on the level of consumption expenditure and the prices paid by the households for those items. The basic step in the income poverty approach is to identify a critical value of expenditure that can serve as a poverty line. Recently, C. Rangarajan Expert Group (set up in 2012) worked out the average requirements of calories, proteins and fats based on ICMR norms differentiated by age, gender and activity for all India. The energy requirements work out to 2155kcal per person in rural and 2090kcal in urban areas of the country. Based on this norm the poverty line works out to an average monthly per capita consumption expenditure of Rs 972 and Rs1407 respectively for rural and urban areas of the country at prices in 2011-12. This works out to Rs 32 and Rs 47 per person per day respectively in rural and urban areas. And arrived at the per centage of poor persons at 30.9 and 26.4 in rural and urban areas and 29.8 % at all India level. As per C Rangarajan's report (2014) for those persons spending over Rs 32 and Rs 47 per day in rural and urban areas respectively are not to be counted as poor. This implied a monthly consumption expenditure of Rs 4860 in rural areas and Rs 7035 in urban areas for a family of five at 2011-12 prices, based on 68 th Round NSSO data for year 2011-12 .The Planning Commission's estimates had drawn critical attention in September 2011 when in an affidavit to the Supreme Court it was stated by Government of India that households with per capita per day consumption of more than Rs 32 in urban areas and Rs 26 in rural will not be treated as poor,(based on S. Tendulkar Report 2009). The poverty ratio in the country declined to 21.9 per cent in 2011-12 from 37.2 per cent in 2004-05 on account of increase in per capita consumption (as per S. Tendulkar Committee set up in 2005). In 2011-12, the national poverty line, arrived at by using the Tendulkar methodology, estimated at expenditure Rs 816 per capita per month in villages and Rs 1,000 per capita per month in cities and arrived at 25.7, 13.7 and 21.9 per centages of poor persons respectively in rural, urban and at all India level by the Planning Com. In the unidimensional poverty domain based on NSSO data broadly three strands of poverty ratios are available for the country depending on the methodologies developed and used by three eminent economists namely Lakdawala, Tendulkar and Rangarajan. These poverty ratios and corresponding numbers of poor persons from 1973-74 till 2011-12 are given in below (Table.1 ).
Multidimensional Poverty
Corresponding to each of the three prior five year plans (FYPs 1992-97, 1997-02 and 2002-07) detailed procedure was prescribed by the Ministry of Rural Development to identify the BPL families in the rural areas. The 1992 survey used income as criterion, and guidelines were issued to assess the annual income of the family; the annual income cut-off was Rs 11,000 per household below which all were treated as poor. The BPL families were classified into income ranges of Rs 0-4,000, Rs 4,000-6,000, Rs 6,000-8,500 and Rs 8,500-11,000. The identified number of poor families through the lens of this survey far exceeded the poverty ratio estimated by the Planning Commission. The number of poor identified in the BPL survey was almost twice of that estimated number by the Planning Commission. Therefore, the procedures to conduct the BPL Census of 1997-02, was changed in substantial measure from that employed in 1992 in three major ways. Firstly, the criterion for determining the cut-off point was changed from income to consumption. Secondly, the concept of poverty line used in the census was changed from the household to person. Thirdly, before administering the questionnaire to figure out the level of consumption of the household, a set of exclusion criteria were applied to summarily eliminate the ineligible families so that adequate time and space could be ensured so as to precisely estimate the level of consumption of the potentially poor families. This methodology was criticised mainly due to the application of the exclusion criteria. For example, possession of a ceiling (electric) fan would categorise a family as non-poor. In other words, this has made such family ineligible for many BPL benefits. It must, however, be stated that except for using the criteria of electrical fan and two hectares (ha) of land (which could be quite unproductive in a few regions of India) for exclusion, the other parameters for exclusion were sound. The criticism was mainly articulated by the rich and powerful rural lobby because the exclusion criteria made it difficult for them to enter the list.
For the BPL Census of the Tenth FY Plan (2002-07), thirteen socio-economic indicators including size of land holding, type of house, availability of clothes, food security, sanitation, literacy, means of livelihood and indebtedness, reflecting the quality of life of the rural population, were identified to get an idea about the levels of living of the families. Here in also, the cut-off for the BPL category was determined by the percentages given by the Planning Commission's estimates for poor in the respective States. In other words, there could only be as many poor as the Planning Commission had estimated. Naturally, the cut-off for determining those who would be identified as poor were going to be different in each State. These criteria have been widely and bitterly criticised and attacked by rural poor people and their organizations, scholars, and the NGOs on a number of grounds. Firstly, a number of indicators in the score based methodology such as provision of toilets in the rural houses, housing, and education status of the children of the rural families, are likely to act as disincentives to the rural families from accessing these benefits for the fear of being excluded from the BPL list. Secondly, as no Panchayat-wise quota was fixed and most Panchayats recommended a large number of names and many of them were deleted at higher levels and also substituted the names of those who had political or bureaucratic clout. Panchayats/Gram Sabhas had power to recommend but did not have the authority for final decision making. (Now a days, the Grama Panchayats' are empowered with 73 rd Constitution amendment).
NFHS-Nutrition Based Poverty
In the meanwhile, there has been a growing recognition that poverty is not simply a matter of inadequate consumption expenditures but also a matter of low literacy, short life expectation and lack of basic needs such as adequate shelter, clothing, better nutrition, health and safe drinking water etc. Radhakrishna et al (2010) . Such pooling of data has enabled them to estimate per capita total consumer expenditure for each NFHS sample households. The percentage of households either poor or with at least a stunted child (union of income poverty and child malnutrition) is estimated to be 72.6 per cent in rural and 60.9 per cent in urban areas. These figures show that the incidence of such multidimensional poverty is much higher than unidimensional ones. The percentage of households either poor or had a stunted child or women suffering from chronic energy deficiency are still higher at 82.6 percent in rural and 71.6 in urban areas. Thus, according to Radhakrishna et al (2010) , in the unidimensional income space about 40% of the households are income poor, while in the multidimensional space, nearly three-fourths of the households suffer from poverty.
Socio Economic and Caste Census 2011
For 
Automatic Exclusion/Inclusion and Seven Deprivations in SECC
In SECC ranking of households on the basis of information collected is attempted and no poverty line concept is followed. Poverty is multi-dimensional in nature and information collected from households form as a basis for prioritising to qualify for assistance under various programmes. In SECC 2011 all the rural households are grouped into three categories; (i). Automatically Excluded based on 13 parameters, (ii). Automatically Included based on five parameters; and (iii).Seven deprivation parameter qualifying households. The SECC has covered a total 24.48 Crore households, both rural and urban, of these rural households are 17.97 Crores. Total households excluded all India (Rural) are 07.06 Crore {(39.37%) (i.e. households with at least one exclusion}. A total of households Automatically Included are 0.16 Crore {(0.92%) (i. e. households with at least one inclusion, see Table. 2)} and total households deprived are 08.70 Crores {(48.51%), (households with at least one deprivation see Table. 3). The households not reporting any deprivations are 2.01 Crores (11.20%) and thereby total Multidimensionaly Poor households are 8.87Croes (49.43%) (See, Table4, Col-2), at the base line. As defined the upper end number of poverty ridden households will be those with all automatically included plus all the seven deprivations qualified ones queuing up. The distribution of deprived (D1 to D7) households indicates that the largest segment of such are from among the landless households deriving a major part of their incomes from manual casual labour (D7) followed by households with no literate adult above 25 years, then by SC/S households, then by D1 those with only one room, kucha walls and kucha roof etc.
Two Stage Exclusion Method by Abhijit Sen Expert Committee
The Abhijit Sen Committee recommended a two-stage method for exclusion of households as against the 13 parameter norm of SECC :-Stage 1 exclusion is applied to all households and those attracting any one of the four following criteria are excluded:-(i).Households having Motorized 4 wheelers; (ii).Household with any member as government employee; (iii).Household with any member Paying Income Tax Or Paying Professional Tax; (iv).Households having four or more rooms with all rooms having pucca walls and roof. Then in Stage 2, households which are not excluded as per the above criteria are brought in and households attracting any two of the following criteria are excluded :-(i).Household having Motorized 2/3 wheelers/fishing boat; (ii).Mechanized 3/4 wheeler agricultural equipment; (iii).Kisan Credit Card -credit limit Rs. 50,000 and above; (iv).Households with non-agricultural enterprises registered with Government; (v).Any member of HH earning more than Rs. 10000 per month; (vi).Three or more rooms with all rooms having pucca walls and roof; (vii).Owning a refrigerator; (viii).Owning a landline phone; (ix).Owning 2.5 acres or more of irrigated land with at least one irrigation equipment; (x).Owning 5 acres or more of irrigated land for two or more crop seasons; (xi).Owning at least 7.5 acres of land or more with at least one irrigation equipment. (See Table. 4 for comparable results).Firstly, the Sen's above approach of not keeping out those households having three or more room houses with pucca walls and roofs from the exclusion club can be considered as adapting less stringent criteria, as the field realities are suggestive that those owning two/three pucca room and roofed houses may not be poor. Secondly, the reasoning to go in for two stage exclusion sorting and in the second stage to fix a households entry if qualified by any of the remaining two parameters are left unexplained besides being begin.
Modified Approach to Exclusion
Contrary to the Expert Committee of SECC ( by Abhijit Sen) identified two-stage method for exclusion, the Economic Adviser MoRD has suggested a Modified Exclusion criteria and applied it to all households :-(i).E1.Household owning Motorized 4 wheelers; (ii).E2.Household with any member as government employee; (iii).E3. Household with any member Paying Income Tax / Professional Tax; (iv). E4.Households with two/three/four or more rooms with pucca walls and pucca roof; (v).E5.Households with any member earning more than Rs.10, 000 per month; (vi).E6. Households owning 5 acres or more land irrigated for two or more crop seasons; (vii). E7. Households owning 7.5 acres or more land with at least one irrigation equipment. (see Table. 4 for results).The Economic Adviser MoRD considered, realistically and robust enough, to exclude only all those households owning 4 wheelers from the Exclusion group and to exclude those households having two rooms with pucca walls and roof. And also took only seven parameters for exclusion instead of 13 by GoI/MoRD. The results are given below (Table.4 ).
SECC Different Criteria and a Combined View
A comparison of the results of using three different exclusion criterions reveals discrepant findings (see Table. 4). The MoRD's official SECC norm based findings come out with much lesser per centages of exclusion, inclusion and deprivations than that of Abhijit Sen based norms of exclusion. It would be presumed that Sen wanted a larger number of households be brought into the deprivation and inclusion categories of population may be a more proactive broad perception and orientation. To counter Sen's liberal approach a stringent norm of exclusion was suggested by the Adviser MoRD and lower poverty figures arrived at (see Table. 4). So the lesson is that by applying different exclusion norms, the intensity and base of coverage of multidimensional poverty arrived can be subjected to variation. Therefore there is a need to take utmost care in applying the exclusion norms arbitrarily by State Governments. If State specific norms are applied to suit local differences then at all India level there will be need to take stock of these. The number of households reporting at least one of the seven deprivation as per these three approaches are as follows; as by SECC norm it is at 49%, as per A..Sen's norm it is at 62 % and as per EA MoRD's norm it is at 46 %. Similarly, the households that are excluded as per these three respective norms are at 39,15 and 42 per centages ( see Table. 4).The stringent norm applied here by that of the Adviser MoRD may become as a trend setter as the field realities in rural India have undergone substantial changes with regard to the socio economic conditions enjoyed by the people. Besides, the market enabled advantages out of economic growth and development and the benefits flowing out of government's welfare programmes aimed at to benefit weaker sections also may have tended to lessen the incidence of poverty in the country.
SECC-Number of Poor Households VS with NSSO Rural Poverty Ratios
The NSSO based estimates of per centage of rural poor persons as arrived at by using the S.Tendulker and C.Rangarajan methods need be compared with that of SECC numbers of deprived households (see Table. 5). Given the debate that as per C Rangarajan's methodology based estimates, the poverty ratio increased as opposed to S.Tendulker findings that poverty declined in India, and the SECC indicates that the per centage of households that are poor are much more than that of S Tendulkar and C Rangarajan's poverty ratios for the country. It is for the Government of India to take up these SECC findings and work out strategies to eradicate multi dimensional poverty in the country. In Arunachal Pradesh the Rangarajan poverty ratio is only marginally higher than that of SECC poor households. In the NCT of Delhi the SECC per centage of poor households is lower than that of NSSO based estimates, suggests that the poverty may have declined in the rural areas of capital city of the country and in Arunachal. It is surmised here that the percentages of poor persons and that of poor households are comparable for the purposes of our analysis.
Income and Malnutrition Based Poverty VS SECC
The estimates of multidimensional poverty arrived at by Radhakrishna et al by using the NFHS based nutrition data on the select 3 variables; the per centage of poor households among the households with a woman and child below five years of age; the per centage of households with stunted child below 5 years of age; and per centage of chronic energy deficiency females are here compared with that of SECC based per centage of households with at least one inclusion and deprivation. The union of households from two sets of data (with poverty and child malnutrition) and with that of three sets of data (with poverty, child malnutrition and chronic energy deficiency in females) as presented by Radhakrishna et al when compared with indicate that the SECC multidimensional poverty figures are at lower levels in all the 21 States (see Table. 6).
The intersection of households from two separate sets of data namely; firstly with poverty and child malnutrition and secondly with that of poverty, child malnutrition and chronic energy deficiency in females ; the poverty levels arrived at are much lower than that of SECC poverty figures ( see Table. 6) in all the 21 Sates. This type of poverty can be rightly called the abject poverty figures from nutrition based data. The extreme abject poverty (intersection of Poverty, Child malnutrition and CED females) at the highest levels is at 26, 22 and 21 per centages respectively in the States of Bihar, Chhattisgarh, and Odisha and are lower than that of SECC multi-dimensional poverty figures. And according to a less stringent version of abject poverty (intersection of poverty with child malnutrition), it is at 49,40,39,38, 35,34, and 32 per centages respectively in the States/UTs of Bihar, Odisha, Madhya Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Uttar Pradesh, and Jharkhand. And these abject poverty figures are lesser than that of SECC multi-dimensional poverty figures. We will see below how these abject poverty figures compare with similar type of intersection data on automatic inclusion households with deprivations data of SECC (see Table. 8).
The S.Tendulker figures of poverty ratio for the year 2004-05 are higher than that of the SECC 2011 poverty, only for the Sates of Himachal, Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh and Uttarakhand, while for the rest the latter is higher. This reinforces the findings that SECC multi dimensional poverty in general is much higher than that of NSSO based poverty ratios for over long periods, till day.
When the SECC data on four deprivation parameters, D2,D3,D4 and D6 is placed across the nutrition based abject poverty variables, it is noted that only the D6 moves closer to with the abject poverty figures arrived at by Radhakrishna et al ( see Table. 6; Col 11,12,&13)) and the former is invariably high.
Conceptually, it is expected that as a first step, the nutrition based multi-dimensional poverty estimates arrived at by Radhakrishna et al has its logic in the thinking that the percentage of poor households among the households with a women and child below 5 years of age; the per centage of households with stunted child below 5 years of age; and the per centage of chronic energy deficient (CED) females would depict the multi dimensionality of poverty in a robust manner. Secondly they have tried to bring in two more concepts to depict the multi dimensionality of poverty. (i).They worked out the per centage of poor households for a given union of two separate sets of data; i.e. union of poor households with child malnutrition households and that of poverty with child malnutrition and chronically energy deficient females. And (ii) the intersection of households with two sets, i.e. poverty and child malnutrition and poverty, child malnutrition and CED females were attempted.
To the above set of nutrition based approach to analysis of poverty, the SECC deprivations data pertaining to parameters D2, D3, D4 and D6 is hypothesized as much Closer in content and concern with the former and hence these data have been put together (see Table. 6) to scrutinize the outcomes. The D2 refers to the households with no adult member between age 16 to 59; D3 refers to the per centage of female headed households with no adult male member between 16 to 59 age; D4 refers to per centage of households with disabled member and no able bodied adult member; and D6 refers to households with no literate adult above 25 years. The results indicate that in general the multi dimensional nutrition based poverty figures from NFHS data and that of SECC do not strictly match or move together. However, the multidimensional poverty arrived at from NFHS data is much higher than that out of SECC. How the abject poverty estimates out of NFHS compare with similar SECC data and is explained below. These results indicate that these multidimensional poverty figures of NFHS and SECC are much higher than that of NSSO based estimates.
Abjectly Poor as Per SECC
In SECC, the first set of abjectly poor are those households that are automatically included and plus those with the enlisted seven deprivations. While ranking the households to prioritize for beneficiary selection etc the five automatically included categories would be placed atop followed by those having the largest number of deprivations. However, the sub set of those automatically included but also qualifying for any of the seven derivations would come up to constitute the most vulnerable poor households ( see Table. 7). Now, in the schema of SECC, these will have to be at first placed atop the list; however, this scenario was so far not assessed and presented in SECC, but needs to be. Let us also see how these are matching with those of the NFSH based abject poverty.
Per centage of automatically included (AI) households reporting any of the seven deprivations are to be considered as abjectly poor. Now, the intersection of AI households with D6, i.e. AI households with no illiterate adult above 25 years; are in the range of 31 to 70 per centages while it is in the range of 4 to 39 per centages with the abject poverty figures arrived at from SECC and NFHS ( see table. 8. Col 8 on SECC and Table 6 , cols 11&12 of NFHS) database of respective States. This implies that incidence of illiteracy figures a prominent place as a major determinant of abject poverty and it is more so than that of nutrition based abject poverty rates.
The abject poverty arrived at by intersection of Automatic Inclusion households with deprivation three (D3) are at higher rates in 17 out of 22 States with NFHS data (see col 11&12 of table 6 and col 02&03 of  table 8 ).The levels of abject poverty from SECC with respect to D2, and D4 are at lower rates than in majority of NFHS States (see col.7&5 of table.8 with col.11&12 of table 6).Incidence of abject poverty is more among those automatically included households having deprivations D5, D6, D7, D1 at the rates of 63, 61, 36 and 35 per centages respectively ( see Table. 7).
Thus in general , the abject poverty captured by SECC is more broad based and severe than its incidence as found in NFHS data. Over the period 2004-05 to 2011, the abject poverty has increased in rural India. 
Conclusion
The SECC2011 has provided us for the first time with valuable information on the nature of abject poverty and also on preponderant seven deprivations of rural households in the country. Abject poverty is more among the following type of households; SC/STs, with no literate adults above 25 years, manual casual labour, and those with only one room kucha walls and roof etc.The incidence of abject poverty is more severe as per SECC data when compared with that of more or less similar NFHS findings. On comparing the findings from these two separate studies one can conclude that incidence abject poverty has increased in rural India. Besides, SECC gives deprivations data on five parameters of automatically included and seven deprived categories of households for all the 36 states/UTs, whereas NFHS data has provided nutrition based deprivations of 22 States/UTs. The multi-dimensional poverty estimates of NFHS are on the higher side as compared with SECC data. These two respective multi dimensional poverty figures are much higher than that of NSSO based estimates. The application of differential exclusion criteria can lead to arrival of more or less number of households with deprivations as evidenced by the three approaches presented here and this calls up on the Government of India for the need to coordinate such exercises by different States. The use of temporary identification number (TIN) associated with SECC households and individuals can be used in targeting and monitoring abject and multi dimensional poverty more effectively and in linking these households with NPR and JhandhanAadhaar-Mobile (JAM) enabled better e governance in India.
